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Judicial Salaries in Washington
The Chart on the Opposite Page Contains Some Interesting
Facts and Figures
The compensation paid the judges of both the Supreme Court
and the Superior Courts of the State of Washington has remained
unchanged since it was set by the Legislature of 1919 (Laws of
Washington 1919, Ch. 77, See. 1, page 154) except for a slight
adjustment upward with respect to the salaries of Superior Court
judges in Class A counties by the Legislature of 1923 (Laws of
Washington 1923, Ch. 169, page 545). The many changes that
have transpired since 1919, all bearing directly on the question of
the adequacy or inadequacy of the judges' salaries as, for example,
the increased volume of work demanded of our judges and the
raised standards of living throughout the country with the result-
ant increased cost of living, to mention but two, require that we
re-examine the question of judicial salaries in Washington under
present conditions.
The salary of a Supreme Court judge in Washington is fixed at
$7,000 per annum and of a Superior Court judge in Class A
counties at $6,000 per annum, in counties of the First Class at
$5,000 per annum, and in all other counties at $4,500 per annum.
(Rem. Rev. Stat., Sees. 11053 and 11053-1.)
The judicial office is so unique that there is no similar position
in the community with which it can be compared for the purpose
of testing the adequacy of the compensation paid. Perhaps the
best approach is to compare the salaries paid our judges with those
paid the judges in other states. For this purpose, the accompany-
ing table has been compiled showing salaries paid judges in each
of the forty-eight states and also comparative data on population,
income, wealth, and number of lawyers. No figures are available
directly showing the volume of litigation in the various states, but
the composite picture presented by the various items shown in
the table should give a fair approximation of the volume of
judicial work.
Washington is tied with Arkansas, Georgia, New Hampshire and
Wyoming for thirtieth place with respect to the salary paid to its
Supreme Court judges. As to Superior Court judges, if we take
the highest figure in this state, the $6,000 paid in Class A coun-
ties, we stand twenty-seventh; or if we consider the lowest figure,
$4,500 paid in counties other than Class A, or First Class counties,
we stand tied for thirty-fourth place. Yet, Washington stands
seventeenth in the number of practicing lawyers, eighteenth in
wealth, twentieth in income for tax purposes and thirtieth in
population.
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Twenty-two states, or almost one-half of the states in the Union,
pay the judges of their nisi prius courts a higher salary than
Washington pays the judges of its Supreme Court, and obviously,
therefore, a substantially higher salary than it pays the judges
of its Superior Courts.
In Maryland, the state most nearly comparable to the State of
Washington as shown by the above table, it being eighteenth in
number of lawyers, whereas Washington is seventeenth, twenty-
ninth in population, Washington being thirtieth, eighteenth in
income, Washington standing twentieth, and twenty-fourth in
wealth, Washington rating eighteenth, the judges of the court of
last resort receive $11,500 per annum and the judges of the nisi
prius courts $8,500, offering a striking contrast with the salaries
paid our judges in Washington.
To bring the comparison nearer home, Oregon, our neighbor to
the south, although comparing rather poorly with Washington
in the other factors appearing in the table, pays its Supreme
Court judges $7,500 and its nisi prius judges $5,000 to $6,500,
exceeding Washington by $500 in each instance. British Columbia,
our neighbor to the north, pays these judicial salaries:
Chief Justice of the Court of Appeals, $10,000; four
Justices of Appeal, $9,000; Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court, $10,000; five Puisne Judges of the Supreme Court,
$9,000; fourteen judges of the County Court, $5,000.
Although many other comparisons could be made with like re-
sults, I believe the inadequacy of judicial compensation in our
state is rather conclusively established. It should be the vital
concern of every member of the Bar to see to it that our courts
are presided over by the ablest judges obtainable. In the present
unsettled state of our social and economic affairs, courage, ability
and integrity are necessary upon the Bench today as perhaps never
before. Chief Justice Hughes, in his address before the American
Law Institute in May of 1937, took occasion to utter these stirring
and meaningful words:
"The success of democratic institutions lies in the suc-
cess of the processes of reason as opposed to the tyranny
of force. Between these society must choose. If society
chooses the processes of reason, it must maintain the in-
stitutions which embody those processes. Institutions for
the exercise of the law-making power and for the execu-
tion of laws must have their fitting complement in in-
stitutions for the interpretation and application of laws,
for the safeguarding of individual rights, through a com-
petent and independent judiciary. The firm and true
administration of justice is thus the primary concern of
civilized society. "
Again, in his great concern for the courts of the land, the Chief
Justice, in his address before the same body in May of this year,
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specifically adverted to the problem of the judiciary, saying:
"Still the prime necessity in making the judicial ma-
chinery work to the best advantage is the able and indus-
trious judge, qualified by training, experience and tern:
perament for his office."
If we aspire to place, or retain, upon the Bench men "qualified
by training, experience and temperament" we must see that they
are fairly paid. To be sure, we have upon the Bench of the State
of Washington today, many men who possess the desired attri-
butes. We should deem ourselves fortunate to that extent; but
it should not blind our eyes to the necessity of increasing judicial
salaries if we are to retain these qualified men and add others
to their number. While the judges themselves may feel a proper
hesitancy about approaching our legislature and people concerning
so personal a matter, the Bar of this state should feel no such
qualms. We owe a duty to the public and to the judicial system
of which we, as lawyers, are an integral part, as well as to the
judicial office itself, to call attention to the needed change.
S. HEAnoLD SBpEIl AN of the Seattle Bar.
The Connecticut Survey
The Association of American Law Schools has published the report
of the first survey to have been undertaken of the standing of the lawyer
before the public. Local residents (distinguishing the "householder"
from "business man") had on the average of .8 legal matters each during
a one-year period and in the conduct of these legal matters 35.2% con-
sulted advisers (usually lawyers) while 64.8% sought no advice. Among
the business men, having an average of 4 matters each per year, 17.7%
sought advice while 82.2% did not.
"About 147 residents who had had legal business but had not gone
to a laviyer were asked their reasons. The answer of 65 was either
that it was unnecessary or that a lawyer could not help (this last
was sometimes accompanied by the statement that the other fellow had
no money and sometimes by remarks indicating suspicion of lawyers);
the rest either that they had put it off or that they knew no lawyer
to go to or that they could not afford one," says the report. (47 YALE L. J.
1282).
The members of the bar are trained and equipped to render all of
these people sound, honest advice and guidance at a minimum of ex-
pense. Why aren't we doing it?
1. Because in the past a few of our members have been guilty of
overcharge, impatience, and discourtesy, embittering those we should
properly serve.
2. Because the public, in general, doesn't understand the importance
and economy of proper guidance in incidental affairs.
Is not the organized -bar derelict in its obligations both to the public
and its own membership if it ignores this challenge?
